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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to applicant's amendments and remarks filed on June 1 7, 
2008. 

2. Claim 1 has been amended . 

3. Claim 21 is newly added for consideration. 

4. Claims 12-20 have been withdrawn firom consideration as of previous record. 
Note: This application contains claims 12-20, drawn to an invention nonelected without 
traverse in the reply filed on January 16, 2008. A complete reply to the final rejection must 
include cancellation of nonelected claims or other appropriate action (37 CFR 1.144) See MPEP 
§ 821.01. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claim 1 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial duplicate of newly added 
claim 21. The only difference between the independent claims 1 and 21 is that claim 21 is 
recited with a "a paper advancement monitor" and whereas claim 1 is cited with "a monitor". 
Since the only difference is clearly nominative, rather than substantive, claims 1 and 21 are 
substantial duplicates of each other as being drawn to the method of substantially identical 
limitations. When two claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that 
they both cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing 
one claim to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP 
§ 706.03(k). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 
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The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

7. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described 
in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that 
the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

8. Claim 21 is newly added and recited with limitations of "a paper advancement monitor". 
Applicant has not pointed out where the new claim is supported, nor does there appear to be a 
written description of the claim limitation "a paper advancement monitor" in the apphcation as 
filed. Therefore, claim 21 is rejected for failing to comply with the written description 
requirement, at least until the further clarification from Applicant indicating that such limitations 
are indeed being explicitly disclosed in the original disclosure at the time of the application filed. 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 

the invention. 

1 1 . Claim 2 1 recites the limitation of "a paper advancement monitor" in instant claim. Such 
a limitation has not been explicitly depicted with sufficient descriptions in the instant claim, for 
properly limiting or clearly defining the scope of the claim limitation "a paper advancement 
monitor". In addition, in "Remarks" filed on June 17, 2008, Pg. 10, 4* paragraph. Applicant has 
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indicated, "A 'paper advancement monitor' is clearly not a traditional 'display screen monitor' 
like the monitor 34 of Hopper " provided with no further descriptions. Without any further 
descriptions provided neither in the claim (claim 21), nor was any depictions associating to "a 
paper advancement monitor" in the original disclosure that constitutes as an explicit definition of 
such a claim limitation for properly limiting the scope; Examiner respectfully submits that the 
metes and bounds of such a limitation is unable to be clearly determined, which renders the 
claim scope indefinite. Further clarification is respectfully requested. 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed on June 17, 2008 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive for at least the following reasons. 

13. In re Applicant's remarks from Pg. 9, 3'''' Para, to Pg. 10, 2"'' Para., regarding the rejection 
made under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) with regard to Claim 1, Apphcant asserts that: a) "... the monitor 
34 of Hopper et al. 'attached to the computer 2 ', and the computer 2 is further 'in 
communication with the printer 4a and 4b over a network 6..., the monitor 34 of Hopper et al . is 
separated from the printers 4a and 4b by at least the computer 2 and the network 6, hence 
Hopper et al. fails to teach that the monitor 34 is "coupled to the printer" as recited in claim 1; 
b) "the monitor 34 of Hopper et al. that is attached to a computer 2 appears to be a display 
device of the computer 2..., the monitor 34 might receive vide input from the computer... this is 
opposite of the monitor of claim I that is operable to provide an indication of status associated 
with the printer to a microprocessor based system controller"; and c) "... the monitor 34 of 
Hopper et al. does not appears to be display screen and does not 'monitor' anything... the 
monitor of claim 1 is not a traditional 'display screen monitor', but rather a monitor operable to 
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actually transmit status signals based on what is monitored... ". Applicant's argument(s) are 
fully and carefully considered, however found to be not persuasive for at least the following 
reasons. 

a. With regard to argument a), as admitted and agreed by Applicant ("Remarks ", i.e. 
Pg. 9, 5"^ Para.) that the monitor 34 of Hopper et al . is connected (or coupled) to the 
printers 4a and 4b, through the computer 2 and network 6. Examiner respectfully submits 
that the disclosure of Hopper et al. (as also admitted by Applicant) is satisfied on the 
broadly claimed scope of "a monitor coupled to the printer" as recited in claim 1 for at 
least the reason that the instant claim language does not further required the monitor 
claimed to be directly coupled to the printer without any intervention or medium in 
between. Therefore, the broadest reasonable interpretation of such limitation as 
connecting or coupling the monitor to the printer indirectly, such as connecting through 
the computer and/or networks is deemed to be reasonable and proper for one of ordinary 
skill in the art. 

b. With regard to argimient b). Examiner respectfully submits that it is irrelevant that 
whether or not "the monitor 34 might receive video input from the computer" as the 

claim language of instant claim in argument has not specifically recited or requires any 
limitations relating to transmission directions of the monitor signals. In order for such 
specific limitations to be considered in fiirther prosecution. Examiner respectfully suggest 
in amending and/or adding such claim limitations and also supported by original 
disclosure. Finally, the specific limitation in argument, "operable to provide an 
indication of status associated with the printer to a microprocessor based system 
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controller", merely requires to provide indication of status associated with the printer , 
whereas in Hopper et al., i.e. Fig. 1, Part 34 and col. 3, In 27-28 (also discussed in 
previous OfRce Action), clearly disclose "printer status window 32 displayed within a 
monitor 34", which clearly reads on the limitation of "providing an indication of status 
associated with the printer (or printer status)" on a monitor. 

c. With regard to argument c). Examiner respectfiilly submits that mere allegation of 
'Hhe monitor of claim 1 is not a traditional 'display screen monitor" and further asserting 
the monitor is "... rather a monitor operable to actually transmit status signals based on 
what is monitored" without any supports by instant claim languages is considered to be 
not persuasive. In addition. Examiner respectfully submits, aUhough the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, however limitations fi-om the specification are not 
read into the claims . See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 
1993). Applicant is reminded that in order for such limitations to be considered, the 
claim languages require to specifically recite such limitations in the claim, otherwise 
broadest reasonable interpretations of the broadly claimed limitations are deemed to be 
proper. 

Therefore, for at least the reasons set forth above, the rejection made under 35 U.S.C. §102 (e) 
over Hopper et al. with regard to claim 1 is remained proper and therefore maintained for the 
record. 

14. In re Applicant's remarks from Pg. 10, 4*'' Para, to Pg. 11, 1^* Para., regarding the 
rejection made under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) with regard to Claims 2, Examiner respectfiiUy submits 
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that Applicant's argument(s) are fully and careMly considered, however found to be not 
persuasive for at least the following reasons. 

a. With respect to the argument at the monitor and the printers are separated by at 
least the computer and the network, Examiner again respectfully submits that the 
disclosure of Hopper et al. (as also admitted by Applicant) is satisfied on the broadly 
claimed scope of "a monitor coupled to the printer" as recited in claim 1 for at least the 
reason that the instant claim language does not further required the monitor claimed to be 
directly coupled to the printer without any intervention or medium in between. 
Therefore, the broadest reasonable interpretation of such limitation as connecting or 
coupling the monitor to the printer indirectly, such as connecting through the computer 
and/or networks is deemed to be reasonable and proper for one of ordinary skill in the art. 

b. Further, with respect to the argument that, quotes "the monitor 34 of Hopper et 
al. may or may not include a controller, the monitor 34 does not necessarily have to do 
so. For example, the monitor 34 may be an analog monitor, for example, similar to one 
of the early television sets with a controller ''' (see "remarks", Pg. II, first para.). 
Examiner respectfiilly re-submits that, for one of ordinary skill in the art, a monitor 
(similar to the one in Hopper et al . "monitor 34") will inherently requires at least one (if 
not more than just one) processor, microprocessor, microcontroller, or a controller 
circuitry of certain type, for signal processing. Further, as Applicant has failed to proven 
the contrary in at least one exception, and instead (Apphcant) indicated, "for example, the 
monitor 34 may be an analog monitor, for example, similar to one of the early television 
sets with a controller " ("remarks", first para. ofPg. 11), which indicates the fiirther 
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admission in that even one of the early television sets are with a controller. Examiner is 
also in agreement with Applicant that even one of the early television sets are with a 
controller. 

Therefore, for at least the reasons set forth above, the rejection made under 35 U.S.C. §102 (e) 
over Hopper et al. with regard to claim 2 is remained proper and therefore maintained for the 
record. 

18. In re Applicant's remarks from Pg. 1 1 , 2°'* - 4**" Para., regarding the rejection made under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(e) with regard to Claim 3, Apphcant asserts that previous Office Action has cited 
passages from Hopper et al. that previous office action cited, "in Hopper et al. , col. 6, In 8-10" 
and "produce the final estimate of the amount of toner that will be depleted' for claim 3. 
Examiner respectftiUy submits that it appears that Applicant has misread the citation from 
previous office action, and the citation which was pointed out by Applicant appears to the 
citation for dependent claim 4 (not claim 3); therefore Examiner respectfully submits that such 
arguments are incorrect. Fvirther, reiteration of the claim limitations in claim 3 is provided 
herein, as Hopper et al. . i.e. column 5, lines 37-67, disclose determination by "printer monitor 
program 30"; specifically column 5, lines 44-47, disclose "The printer monitor 30 determines (at 
block 132) the number of pages in the print job, the compression ratio ... "; more importantly, in 
column 5, lines 53-60, discloses "the printer monitor 30 then calls (at block 134) the print 
coverage function 56 .... the print coverage function returns the print coverage or number of 
square inches or printed matter for the entire print job, which may comprise one or more pages 
of output ...", which clearly reads on the limitation in argument, "determine an actual length of 
the stock quantity utilized". Therefore, for at least the reasons set forth above, the rejection 
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made under 35 U.S.C. §102 (e) over Hopper et al. with regard to claim 3 is remained proper and 
therefore maintained for the record, as well as for the corresponding dependent claims as 
Applicant has not pointed any further deficiency of the rejection. 

(The grounds of rejection and/or objection are maintained for at least the responses set forth above, 
reasons of record set forth previously, and also replicated and provided in below.) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

19. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) Uic invcnlion was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in llie United Slates belbre the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the iii\ cniion by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the tivau cic lined in scctii)n 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States onK i f the international application designated the United 
States and was pubhshed under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

20. Claims 1-11 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Hopper 
etal. (U.S. Patent No. 7,061,391). 

With regard to claim 1 , the claim is drawn to a retrofitted printing system including an 
existing printer and printer controller combination, the retrofitted printing system comprising: a 
monitor coupled to the printer, wherein the monitor is operable to provide an indication of status 
associated with the printer (see Hopper et al. i.e. Figure 1, Part 34, "Monitor"; column 3, lines 
27-28, "printer status window 32 displayed within a monitor 34"); and a microprocessor based 
system controller coupled to the monitor and the printer controller (see Hopper et al, i.e. Figure 
1, Part 2, "computer"; column 3, lines 65-67), wherein the system controller includes a 
computer readable medium, and wherein the computer readable medium includes instructions 
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executable by the microprocessor to (see Hopper et al., i.e. column 3, lines 24-27, "Computer 2 
includes a printer monitor program 30 that generates information through a graphical user 
interface on the amount remaining for recourses.. "): receive an operator command; format the 
operator conmiand into a conmiand compatible with the printer and printer controller 
combination; provide the command compatible With the printer and printer controller 
combination to the printer controller; and receive the indication of status associated with the 
printer from the monitor (see Hopper et al. i.e. column 5, lines 13-36, "printer monitor 30" 
(also known as "printer monitor program 30"); also see Figure 4 and claim 1;). 

With regard to claim 2 , the claim is drawn to the retrofitted printing system including an 
existing printer and printer controller combination of claim 1, wherein the monitor comprises: 
an encoder, wherein the encoder is coupled to a stock advance mechanism of the printer (see 
Hopper et al. i.e. column 3, lines 12-23, different types of sensors, such as: "electromechanical 
sensor" for paper, "electrical sensor" for toner and etc.) ; and a monitor controller (one of 
ordinary skill in the art will realize that there will inherently be a "controller" (processors or 
microprocessors of certain types) within the "Monitor" as illustrated in Figure 1, Part 34), 
wherein the monitor controller is communicably coupled to the encoder and to the system 
controller, and wherein the monitor controller is operable to format information from the encoder 
to a format compatible with the system controller (see Hopper et al., i.e. Figure 1, "Monitor 34" 
is coupled to "Computer 2 " and also coupled to "Resource Sensors 16a, 18a, 20a of Printer 1 " 
(and "Resource Sensors 16b, 18b and 20b " of Printer 2) through "Network" (or through any 
other types of connection generally known in the art, such as: parallel, serial, USB interfaces, 
disclosed in Column 3, lines 5-12;). 
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With regard to claim 3 , the claim is drawn to the retrofitted printing system including an 
existing printer and printer controller combination of claim 1, wherein a stock quantity is 
installed on the printer such that the printer is operable to print on the stock quantity, and 
wherein the computer readable medium further includes instructions executable by the 

microprocessor to: determine an actual length of the stock quantity utilized (see Hopper et al, 
i.e. column 5, lines 37-67, disclose determination by "printer monitor program 30" the depletion 
rate per square inch of print coverage based on parameters such as: the number of pages in the 
print job, the compression ratio, file size, contrast, and boldness of the print job; also Hopper et 
al, i.e. column 5, lines 37-67, disclose determination by "printer monitor program 30"; 
specifically column 5, lines 44-47, disclose "The printer monitor 30 determines (at block 132) 
the number of pages in the print job, the compression ratio ... "; more importantly, in column 5, 
lines 53-60, discloses "the printer monitor 30 then calls (at block 134) the print coverage 
function 56 .... the print coverage function returns the print coverage or number of square inches 
or printed matter for the entire print job, which may comprise one or more pases of output ... "). 

With regard to claim 4 , the claim is drawn to the retrofitted printing system including an 
existing printer and printer controller combination of claim 3, wherein the operator command 
indicates a start of particular print job, and wherein the computer readable medium further 
includes instructions executable by the microprocessor to: access the particular print job; and 
based at least in part on the accessed print job, determining an optimum length of the stock 
quantity to be used {see Hopper et al, i.e. column 5, line 37 - column 6, line 34, beside 
disclosing determination by "printer monitor program 30" the depletion rate per square inch of 
print coverage based on parameters such as: the number of pages in the print job, the 
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compression ratio, file size, contrast, and boldness of the print job; Hopper et al. f urther disclose 
the calculation of "final estimate of the amount of toner that will be depleted (col. 6, line 9) " or 
"optimum length of the stock quantity to be used"; also see Figure 5;). 

With regard to claim 5 , the claim is drawn to the retrofitted printing system including an 
existing printer and printer controller combination of claim 4, wherein the computer readable 
medium further includes instructions executable by the microprocessor to: determine an actual 
length remaining on the stock quantity used {see Hopper et al. i.e. Figure 4, Step 110, "Display 
needle at position in gauge pointing to toner left value and display amount of toner left and 
percentage left "). . 

With regard to claim 6 , the claim is drawn to the retrofitted printing system including an 
existing printer and printer controller combination of claim 5, wherein the computer readable 
medium further includes instructions executable by the microprocessor to: compare the actual 

length remaining on the stock quantity and the optimum length of the stock quantity to be used 
(see Hopper et al. i.e. Figure 5, Step 148, compare "toner left" (remaining amount) to 
"toner JUS ed" (amount required for the print job)). 

With regard to claim 7 , the claim is drawn to 7he retrofitted printing system including 
an existing printer and printer controller combination of claim 6, wherein the system controller 
includes a display, and wherein the computer readable medium further includes instructions 
executable by the microprocessor to: display the actual length remaining on the stock quantity on 
the display and display the optimum length of the stock quantity to be used on the display (see 
Hopper et al, i.e. Figure 4, Step 110, "Display needle at position in gauge pointing to toner Jeft 
value and display amount of toner left and percentage left "; also Figures 2 and 7;). 
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With regard to claim 8 , the claim is drawn to the retrofitted printing system including an 
existing printer and printer controller combination of claim 4, wherein the computer readable 
medium further includes instructions executable by the microprocessor to: compare the actual 
length of the stock quantity utilized and the optimum length of the stock quantity to be used (see 

Hopper et al, i.e. Figure 6, Step 186, compare "pages printed" ("actual") to amount calculated 
by "page _per_gr am" times "maxjoner", to determine whether or not within "an acceptable 
level of error", see also column 7, line 66 - column 7, line 1). 

With regard to claim 9 , the claim is drawn to the retrofitted printing system including an 
existing printer and printer controller combination of claim 8, wherein the computer readable 
medium further includes instructions executable by the microprocessor to: determine a waste 
associated with the particular print job (see Hopper et al. i.e. Figure 6, Step 186, compare 
"pages printed" ("actual") to amount calculated by "page _per_gram" times "maxjoner", to 
determine whether or not within "an acceptable level of error ", see also column 7, line 66 - 
column 7, line 1).. 

With regard to claim 10 , the claim is drawn to the retrofitted printing system including 
an existing printer and printer controller combination of claim 9, wherein the computer readable 

medium further includes instructions executable by the microprocessor to: log a status of the 
particular print job in relation to an operator associated with the particular print job (see Hopper 
et al.. i.e. Figure 5, Step 130, receiving print job file); and based at least in part on the status of 
the particular print job, form a rating of the operator (see Hopper et al. i.e. Figure 5, Step 160, 
display toner needle at zero at gauge "or form a rating"). 
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With regard to claim 11 , the claim is drawn to the retrofitted printing system including 
an existing printer and printer controller combination of claim 1, wherein the system controller 
includes a graphical user interface (see Hopper et al. i.e. Figure 1, "Computer 2 (or the likes)" 
connected to "Monitor 34", GUI (such as in Figures 2 and 7) displayed in "Monitor 34"). 

With regard to claim 21 , the claim is drawn to a retrofitted printing system including an 
existing printer and printer controller combination, the retrofitted printing system comprising the 
substantially identical limitations or ones "similar to claim 1" (as indicated by Applicant, on Pg. 
10, 4*** Para.) (The claim is therefore rejected under the same ground for at least the reasons set 
forth above. See the detailed discussion of the claim 1 above). 

Conclusion 

21 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure (Applicant is respectfully suggested to consider at least following prior arts prior to 
filing of an amendment). 

A. Garr et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,802,420) disclose a method and apparatus for predicting 
and displaying toner usage of a printer (i.e. Figure 7). 

B. Tani (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0059106 Al) discloses a consumable goods and services 
providing system (i.e. Figures 1, 4 and 5). 

C. Maruyama et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2005/0105934 Al) disclose a cartridge recycling 
information apparatus corresponding method and cartridge to be recycled. 

D. Kotani et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,216,464) disclose an image forming apparatus having 
replaceable element which is replaced based on frequency of use (i.e. Figures 2 and 4). 
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E. Beard et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,940,613) disclose a system for managing replaceable 
modules in a digital print apparatus. 

F. Kahleck et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,673,190) disclose a multipurpose remote office machine 
management system. 

G. Lee (U.S. Patent No. 5,708,912) discloses a method and device for displaying an 
exchange message for a process cartridge with a process cartridge comprising non- 
volatile memory for storing data values. 

H. Springett (U.S. Patent No. 5,636,032) discloses a system and method for informing a user 
of a marking material status in a printing environment. 

22. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

23. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 

CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 
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24. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jacky X. Zheng whose telephone number is (571) 270-1 122. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 7:30 a.m.-5p.m., Alt. Friday Off. 

25. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Twyler M. Lamb can be reached on (571) 272-7406. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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/Jacky X. Zheng/ 
Examiner, Art Unit: 2625 
September 9, 2008 



/King Y. Poon/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2625 



